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Table 8.4 Cebine Social Organization and Social Structure

MEAN GROUP MEAN ADULT
SPECIES SIZE SEX RATIO (M:F) DISPERSAL PATTERNS DOMINANCE
Cebus albifrons’ 19.8 1.08 Male Both sexes display finear hierarchies, and males are
individually domimant over females; males well-
integrated o the group
C.apella’ 18 0.85 Male Bnth sexes display linear hierarchies, and maies are
individually dominant over females; alpha female may
rank below alpha male; subordinate males are often
peripheral group members
C. capucinus’ 16.4 0.71 Male: parallel dispersal is Both sexes display linear hierarchies, and males are
common and lasts through individually dominant over females; alpha female may
mullipte emigration events; rank below alpha male; female coalitions can displace
fewnale dispersal is rare, alpha male
but it does nccur
C olivaceus’ 21 0.53 Male Both sexes display linear hierarchies, and males are
individually dominant over females; alpha female may
rank below alpha male
Mean 18.8 0.79
Saimiri oerstedii 35-65 (41)- 0.63 (1:1.8)° Females disperse prior to Egalitarian; no female dominance hierarchy or
first mating season/{lexible coalitions: male hierarchies evident only during mating
male philopatry or dispersal=  season®
S. boliviensis (Peru) 45-75 (54} 0.40 (1:2.5) Male:? parallel dispersal is Femaies dominant (matrilineal hicrarchies and frequent
cemmon and lasts through coalitions): both sexes form stable linear dominance
multiple emigration events* hierarchies;*® males are peripheral group members
S. sciureus {Suriname) 15-50 {(23)¢ NA Both sexes thought to Males dominant; both males and females form stable

disperse; female dispersal is
flexible {may spend first
mating season in natal
group)®

lineat hierarchies®

Soutrces:

FAl Cebus data wre from Fragaszy et al.
2004b.

2 Boinski et al. 2003,

S Boinski 1987a

of this species are generally peripheral and have little to no
interaction with group females outside of the mating season
(Boinski 1999).

MATING SYSTEMS

Similar to the other platyrrhines. the cebines do not show
external cues that signal ovulation or pregnancy like those
characteristic of many of the catarrhine primates. making
it extremely difficult 1 discern reproductive from nonre-
productive states (Dixson 1983a: see also Chapter 29). In
Cebus. this lack of obvious fertility signaling. accompanied
by the fact that members of the genus show Limited repro-
ductive seasonality and engage in frequent nonconceptive
copulations {complete with copulatory displays). makes it
nearly impossible for observers to discern fertile versus non-
fertile matings (e.g.. see Manson et al. 1997, Carnegie et al.
20006y, Given that Saimiri are highly seasonal breeders. with
all mating activity being confined to a 2-month period each

* Mitchell 1994,
S Boinski et al. 2002,
o Mitchell 1990,

year, and that individual females are sexually active for only
about a 2-day period throughout these short mating seasons
{Boinski 1992) (Table §.3). determining fertile versus non-
fertile matings is not quite as challenging.

Mating behavior in Cebus. both conceptive and noncon-
ceptive. 1s preceded. at least in some species. by elaborate
courtship rituals. The most detailed data available to date
come trom studies of captive C. apella. In this species. a
female begius the courtship ritwal by gazing toward the
male of her choice (usually the alpha male), often tilting
her head trom side to side and raising her eyebrows at him
in an attempt to citch his gaze (see Fragaszy et al. 2004b).
She stowly decreases the distance between herself and the
male and. when she 1s close enough. reaches out. quickly
touches him. and then runs away. Throughout this pro-
cess. the female continuously rubs her chest und emits soft
vocalizations, In these initial stages, her attempts to gain
the mule’s attention seem futile: he appears utierly and
completely disinterested. Such solicitation by a temale can
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or the roovement of males tosward groups that contain famil-
rar. previowsly dispersed mades. This type ol coordinated
mule dispersal has been reported for several primate spe-
cies. adthough in mostspecies itappears to be Jimited (o par-
ticular hite phases and to be most common wmony immature
miales (see Jack 2003b. Schoof etal. 2009, However, studies
of C. capucinus in Santa Rosa National Park., Costa Ricu.
found that parallel dispersal occurs at extremely high fevels
(6770 =800 of all emigrations depending on male age class).
lasts through muluple dispersal events. and persisis at high
rates even among adult males tJack and Fedigan 2004a.b). In
addiion. analysis of male/male teractions in this species
has shown thut familinr mades do display more attiliative
refationships (Jack 2003w and Janson (personal commu-
nication) suspects that male tamiliarity and/or relatedness
may well account for the more cooperative relutionships he
hus observed among male Coapella i Argentina. C.apella
groups In Argentina contain more Males than those Janson
first studied in Peru. which may enable parallel dispersal to
oceur mote readily, Relatedness among group males in both
C.apella in Argentina and C. capucinus in Costa Rica. und
perhaps in C. olivacens talthough very little is known about
the dispersal patterns of this speciesi. may explain the high
degree of cooperation wimong group males in the face of the
unimale reproductive system each of these species exhibits
{see earlier section “"Mating Systems™). We eagerly await
genetic analvses of male Kinship within groups so that these
predictions cun be tested.

Desptte the remarkable simifarity that Saimiri species
display in terms of morphology and general habitat pref-
ercnce. the genus shows an even greuter diversity in social
refutionships thun we sce in Cebuy. However. across the
three species for which sufticient data are available (S,
oerstedii. S0 boliviensis. and S. sciurens). it is the social
relationships among group temales and between males and
temales that are extremely variable. while relatonships
among group males are surprisingly consistent (Table 8.4,
Boinski. who has studied this genus extensively over the past
two decades, claims that “squirrel monkeys arguably exhibit
the most geographically variable social organization of any
set of closely related primate populations™ (1998:179). The
variability that we see across the genus appears to directls
retlect the extremely divergent dispersal patterns observed
among the species (see Boinski et al. 2005a.b: Boinski
2003). which are likely determined by the nature and distri-
bution ol resources cach species exploits. Interestingly, the
formation and maintenance of social bonds throughout this
cenus are not based on grooming interactions, as is the case
for many nonkuman prunates. In fact. Saimiri are among
the few primate species where social grooming is almost
completely absent. Instead. social relationships are based
on prosimity patterns. tolerance around feeding sources.
the frequent exchange of vocahizations. and the formation
of alfiances in some spectes {see Sussian 2000 for review:
Boinski 1999).

Sooerstediio in Costa Rica are characterized by female
emigration from the birth group (Boinski and Mitchell 1994,
and a flexible pattern of male philopatry. While females
pypically disperse as juveniles betore therr first mating sea-
son, secondary dispersal is not uncommon and appears to
be fimked to the survivorship of oftspring. In one long-term
study. all females whose offspring died transterred to a new
group betore the start of the next mating season (see Boinsk
et al. 20050, A natal male will generally remain in his birth
croup until he reaches sexual maturity (4-5 years). after
which he will either take up one of the few reproductive posi-
tions within the group or disperse with members of his age
cohort and attempt to take over breeding positions in another
croup (Bomski 19983, No matter which pattern 1s lollowed.
it is thought that resident males of this species are related as
aresalt of parallet dispersal. This dispersal pattern leads to
strong affiliative bonds among group males. while female
bonds are described as weak (Boinski 1999, Boinski and
Mitchell 1994) and relationships between males and females
are described as being extremely egalitarian, with neither
males nor temales being dominant over the other (Boinski
19874, 19884, With the exception of the 2-month period
prior to the mating season when males are observed to form
coalitions and frequently to mob females to perform genital
inspections (see eurlier seetion "Mating Systems™). aggres-
sion within and between the sexes very rarely occurs. Bven
intergroup interactions are described as neutral. although
avoidance is generally practiced (Boinski. 1987a. 1988a).

[n contrast. S. boliviensis in Peru display female philo-
patry: and accordingly. although perhups more so than any
other species of platyrrhine primate. females form tight-knit
matrilineal relationships that cooperate in resource acqui-
sttion and detense (Mitchell. C. L., 1990, 1994: Mitchell
et al. 1991, Intragroup resource competition is described
as occurring at moderate levels within this species, and it
occurs both among und between the sexes (Boinski 1999,
[nterestingly. despite the tact that this is the most sexually
dimorphic of the Saimiri species. with males being 24%
larger than females (Table 8.2). females form stable linear
dominance hierarchies. dominate males. and aggressively
torce them to occupy peripheral positions within the group
(Mitchell. C. L.. 1990, 1994). Within these peripheral
subgroups. males also form stable linear dominance hier-
archies and. although social ageression is described as
common (Boinski {999 aftiliative coalitions that are often
maintained through multiple emigrations (i.e.. parallel dis-
persall may work to ensurce kinship among group males
iMitchell. C. L.. 19943, 8. boliviensis males emigrate with
other natal males of the same age and will typically join un
all-male band or buchelor group before attempting to infil-
trate a new group. More often than not. males enter a new
group which contains fumiliar males trom their natal cohort
{Boinski et al. 20030, S, holiviensis groups have home
ranges that overlap extensively, and intergroup interactions
are nonaggressive: in areas where fruit patch size allows. it










